THE TRANSFER OF TRAINING
rather than in anything else with the hope of obtaining
transfer. The arguments which could still be brought
forward by the believer in transfer are mainly (1) that
these experiments are very short, lasting only a few weeks
as a rule, and perhaps are not long enough to show results ;
(2) that during these weeks the special training of the
group undergoing practice is a merely insignificant addition
to the training of the whole school day. In practising the
memory for nonsense syllables, for example, it cannot be
supposed that " the memory " of either the practice group
or the control group is lying dormant during the remaining
23£ hours of the day. And (3) that the methods of work,
and the incentives to work, are so closely controlled, and
everything made so mechanical, that the greatest factor in
transfer is rendered nugatory—namely, the recognition of
general ways of working successfully.
All these points have something of the truth in them.
They may be summed up by saying that the experiments
are too artificial to apply to life. In fact, an opponent
might make a good debating point by saying: " If you
believe that there is no transfer, then you mustn't transfer
what you learn in these narrow experiments to anything
except to other similar experiments, certainly not to normal
school work or to life."
The answer to this is that experiments have been con-
ducted, though as yet in only a few instances, which do
actually approximate very closely to natural conditions.
The best of these from the point of view of extent and
natural background is that conducted by Thorndike in
1922-23 in the United States.1 The number of children
acting as subjects was over eight thousand. They had no
idea they were acting as subjects. The work in which they
were practised was their actual school work. The function
which was tested with a view to detecting transfer, was
the power to obtain high marks in portions of the very
1 See Jwrn. of Educ. Paycfatf, January 1924.
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